Jürgen Meisel's paper is extremely interesting and thought-provoking. It deals with questions that not only have theoretical implications for linguistics and neurology but that are also of great importance for today's society with its concerns of international migration, European school politics and the early teaching of languages. The paper prepares the ground for any number of new studies in this direction.
A) The quality of input is evidently a question to be studied further. Studies of second-generation Moroccan children from suburban areas in the Netherlands (Cornips & Hulk 2008) suggest that these children often have a special nonstandard, "ethnic", Dutch input from their parents who have acquired Dutch as a second language. The same phenomenon is also to be found in Sweden, where the V3 word order often serves as a kind of marker of a certain sociolect, and is possibly spreading to (2)L1 learners.
However, bilingual and multilingual schools may also have a part to play with regard to non-standard input, since in these schools children from mixed language backgrounds provide each other with linguistic input. For example, in the French school of Stockholm (LFSL), where the children are supposed to acquire Swedish and French perfectly (and do so, with increasing schooling), the children come from different kinds of families: completely French speaking, French and Swedish speaking, completely Swedish speaking, Arabic, Swedish and French speaking, etc. In contrast to the expectations that 2L1 learners should behave like monolinguals after a sufficient amount of input (i. e. from about 4 years), Swedish-French (2)L1 children in the first classes of this school have many gender errors and use pronominal constructions which differ from monolingual controls (Granfeldt et al. 2007 ). These children also differ from children with corresponding family situations but who do not receive the same mixed input from school (Schlyter to appear). This suggests that, for certain kinds of development, it is not only the very first linguistic exposure that is important. Gender attribution is evidently a process which can continue more or less throughout life due to the growth of vocabulary. B) A factor that is less often discussed in recent research literature is the role of the child's preceding grammatical, and also cognitive, development at the onset of second language acquisition. Meisel mentions this very shortly as a possibly relevant factor, without going into details or discussing the concerned phenomena. I will here argue for such an approach.
The difference between L1 and aL2 acquisition may be conceived as Structure Building (in some sense) in L1, whereas aL2 learners already have access to the entire structure (White 2003) . We have argued in favour of such a position in various papers, e.g. Granfeldt (2000) , Schlyter (2005) . In a recent study on (2)L1 and cL2 acquisition, (Granfeldt et al. 2007 : 34) we observed a difference between (2)L1 and cL2 learners in the development of French tense, finiteness, gender and object clitics. The resemblance of cL2 learners to aL2 learners in these instances supports the Age of Onset hypothesis. We further proposed, with regard to cL2, that:
If there is sufficient basic syntactic structure to build on, by virtue of a previously acquired language, the cL2 child will, just like the adult learner, map new incoming lexical items onto this basic structure rather than start building up new syntactic structure again. (Granfeldt et al. 2007: 35) The age around 3Ϫ4 years is normally the age at which the entire sentence structure is clearly acquired and visible in language production. However, the exact age at which these functional categories are acquired varies with different children and linguistic development can therefore in principle be distinguished from the pure age factor. This is thus a testable hypothesis, which could add more precision to the age factor. If we adopt a structure building approach to L1 acquisition, we can assume that, along with the development of the syntactic structure and its functional categories in L1, the child also develops semantic-cognitive concepts like "Definiteness", "Past time", "Subordination". These concepts may have been developed and specified with the help of the child's lexical and morphological development. The relation between grammar and cognitive development is far from clear, but some syntacticians, especially those working cross-linguistically, seem to view grammar as a reflection of cognitive concepts. Such a view is compatible with White (2003) who postulates that the aL2 learner has access to the syntacticfunctional categories, acquired with the help of the L1, but that the inflectional morphemes may be missing. It is thus also compatible with the proposal that syntax and morphology develop separately in aL2 acquisition (Lardière 1998) .
A relation between cognitive and grammatical development in L1 but not in aL2 has been proposed by Weist (2002) , who states:
The typical second language learner knows about the time and space concepts and conventions. When second language learners initiate spatial and temporal location linguistically, they use the lexical morphology and conventional terminology. Children use their genetically programmed information processing system to extract the morphological invariants that are associated with the semantic concepts that they need. (Weist 2002: 105) This can be illustrated with the observation of the acquisition of TenseAspect. In his state-of-the art article over L1 tense-and-aspect development in a great number of languages, Weist (1986) postulates a cognitive and at the same time morphological development, in which increasingly more time interval distinctions are marked morphologically by the child. He proposes the following general development, building on the Reichenbachian categories S (ϭSpeech time), R (ϭReference time) and E (ϭEvent time):
1) the Speech Time system: E ϭ R ϭ S (Present) 2) the Event Time system: R ϭ S, and E before, after or simultaneous with Rs (Perfect, Immediate Future or Present)
3) the Restricted Reference Time system: R not ϭ S, and E ϭ R (Past, Future) 4) the Free Reference Time system: R, E and S are independent of each other (Pluperfect, Futur Antérieur, etc.) . (Weist 1986: 357) These semantic-cognitive time concepts are also partially used by Giorgi & Pianesi (1997) in their hierarchical structure of Tense-Aspect Syntax. This view of syntactic and cognitive development could then imply that, when a child of around 3;6 to 4 years has developed the concept of, for example, the Restricted Reference Time system, and is capable of speaking of events which occurred at a previous time and place (ϭ remote past), then the child will probably try to express such concepts in the L2 language she/he is acquiring in this period. This will mean that the child will try to express remote past with adverbs (if such are accessible in the L1) or with verbs, but possibly will have problems with the exact form in the target language. The choice of the verb form may be lead by factors like frequency, regularity etc.
Such a cognitive-syntactic view possibly accounts for the observations made in Granfeldt et al. (2007) and in our ongoing work, that among the phenomena which differentiate (2)L1 from cL2 (i. e. for which the Age of Onset of Acquisition plays a part), tense marking seems to be the most important. The (2)L1 children pattern with the monolingual L1 control group for tense marking. Gender attribution, on the other hand, is a much less differentiating factor between these two groups of children, as is also observed in a number of other studies (e.g. Cornips & Hulk 2008) . From a cognitive perspective, this may be the result of a lack of clear concepts that the child is trying to express with regard to gender. C) This functional view, suggesting that the L2 child tries to express already aquired concepts even if with target-deviant forms, is related to another problem, namely the discussion of accuracy vs complexity and the rate of acquisition. In the kind of research discussed by Meisel, acquisition is often seen as "not successful" if the child exhibits errors on inflectional morphology (gender, tense etc.) . This kind of presentation often leads non-specialists to react by supposing that it is better to teach children an L2 at the age of 3 than at the age of 6 or 11. However, many studies have shown that children seem to acquire an L2 more rapidly if they start somewhat later (Harley 1986 , Muñ oz 2006 . Even if the older children start out with many errors, they will soon catch up. They are apparently, from rather early on, capable of communicating and ex-pressing content, i. e. make use of high complexity and fluency, even if initially not always with accurate forms. This means that if we want to study the Age of Onset of L2 in (pre-) school children for practical reasons, we also have to measure, positively, what they are able to express, i. e. the complexity and fluency of their speech production.
